Abstract. A three year continuous sample of earthquake predictions based on the observation of Seismic Electric Signals in Greece was published by Varotsos and Lazaridou [1991]. Four independent studies analyzed this sample and concluded that the success rate of the predictions is far beyond chance. On the other hand, Mulargia and Gasperini [1992] (hereafter cited as MG) claim that these predictions can be ascribed to chance. In the present paper we examine the origin of this disagreement. Several serious problems in the study of MG are pointed out, such as: 1. The probability of a prediction's being successful by chance should be approximately considered as the product of three probabilities, Pv, PE and PM, i.e., the probabilities with respect to time, epicenter and magnitude. In spite of their major importance, P•. and PM were ignored by MG. The incorporation of P•. decreases the probability for chancy success by more than a factor of 10 (when P•. is taken into account it can be shown that the VAN predictions cannot be ascribed to chance). 
(i) Hamada [1993] : ". With a confidence level of 99.8øA, the possibility of this success rate being explained by a random model of EQ-occurrence, taking into account a regional factor which includes high seismicity in the prediction area, can be rejected."
(ii) Shnirman et al. 1984c] ) indicated that when EQs occur in various seismic regions, and the predictions determine the time, epicenter and magnitude in advance, the probability of achieving a successful prediction by chance is approximately given by the product of three probabilities (i.e., for time, space and magnitude). For example when we issue predictions within an area of 500 km x 600 km (which is comparable to the area within which the VAN predictions are issued) with an epicentral accuracy 30=-50 kin, the probability PE of predicting the epicenter (of an independent EQ) by chance is approximately given by: Pe = • (50 kin)2/(500 km x 600 kin) = 2.6 x 10 '2 if the seismicity is distributed roughly "homogeneously" (a more rigorous calculation should consider, of course, the inhomogeneity of seismic activity).
In Alternatively when they assume At<22 days they allow for the predictions based on single SESs, which is the majority of the predictions studied by MG, a significantly larger (i.e., by a factor of 2) probability Np,•d At/T (see Eq.2) that an EQ will occur in the predicted domain "by chance." We present two characteristic examples: 1st example: On April 27, 1987, a prediction was issued stating that a GVEF was detected at Pirgos (PIR) station and hence "EQ(s) with (expected) Ms=5.5 should occur at a distance 50 km from that station" (Table 2 Varotsos, P, K-Alexopoulos, and IVL Lazaridou, Latest aspects of earthquake prediction in Greece based on seismic electric signals,
